Abstract: This paper compares the value relevance of the net income and the total comprehensive income reported under IFRSs. The total comprehensive income represents a key measure of the overall company performance, and it is extremely topical after the revision of the IAS 1. The paper aims at verifying whether the total comprehensive income is more value relevant than the net income. To this purpose, accounting and market data regarding companies listed on the UK, French, German, Spanish and Italian stock exchanges have been collected for the years 2005-2007. Valuation models have been used to assess the differences in value relevance by using total comprehensive income or net income. Findings show that total comprehensive income has not resulted in an unquestionable increase in value relevance compared with net income. This research contributes to defining the relevance of the total comprehensive income and to the international debate about which overall company performance should be reported in the IFRS financial statement.
Introduction
Since 1 January 2005, European listed companies have been required to prepare their consolidated financial statement in accordance with IAS/IFRS: pressures to integrate capital markets in Europe have prompted the European Commission to introduce uniform financial reporting standards for listed EU companies (Van Hulle, 2003) . The application of IAS/IFRS involves the use of fair value, even though it is not exclusive (Cairns, 2006) , and it leads to a measurement of an income, and its correlated equity, which presents a greater volatility than in the past, in particular in the Continental Europe Accounting Group (Devalle, 2008) as well as an increasing earnings asymmetry after IFRS adoption (Jeanjean and Stolowy, 2008) . The relation between the adoption of the fair value criterion and the earnings volatility has been also demonstrated by Hodder et al. (2006) who found that "the volatility of full-fair-value income is more than three times that of comprehensive income and more than five times that of net income". Making reference to the consolidated financial statements reported in compliance with IAS/IFRS of the listed groups belonging to the five major European stock exchanges (London, Paris, Frankfurt, Madrid and Milan) in 2005 it is now possible to verify 'on the field' whether the application of IAS/IFRS makes it necessary to define different measures of performance related to accounting data. This paper focuses in particular on the value relevance of total comprehensive income versus net income. In fact, IAS 1 establishes that, in addition to the net income, other comprehensive income that comprises items of income and expense that are not recognised in profit or loss as required or permitted by other IFRSs must be shown. These gains and losses recognised directly in equity represent the 'dirty' surplus. There has been a huge debate on the usefulness of the comprehensive income (see Thinggaard at al., 2006) . In fact, in response to the exposure draft of proposed amendments to IAS 1 Presentation of Financial Statements published by the IASB in March 2006, the authors also note that "besides the lack of a common conceptual basis for the items included in other recognised income and expense some of these items are mandatory whereas others are consequences of measurement options, which adds to the lack of a theory in the standards". Moreover, Thinggaard et al. (2006) underline that the surveyed research in the paper is often carried out in countries reporting under different standards (different from IFRS) and environments and which cover different time periods.
Thus, the paper aims at verifying whether the comprehensive income reported under IFRSs is more value relevant than the net income as a measure of company performance within groups listed on the UK, French, German, Spanish and Italian stock exchanges and belonging to the main indexes (FTSE100, CAC40, DAX30, IBEX35, S&PMIB40). Our study is carried out with respect to IFRSs and therefore comprehensive income is calculated as stated by IAS 1 and only companies reporting their consolidated financial statement under IFRS are considered.
Our paper aims at contributing to value relevance literature on comprehensive income by providing results which have been obtained by using accounting data reported under IFRSs. Investors may find this study of particular interest to discover whether comprehensive income provides a more significant company performance measure than net income when making investment decisions. Furthermore, the paper provides policy makers with empirical findings which may support any future decisions regarding comprehensive income. The paper does not intend to discuss the IASB position but only aims at evaluating whether comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income. Thus, this paper aims at contributing to the large debate on performance with an analysis of the value relevance of comprehensive income under the IFRSs.
The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: Section 2 explores the background and justification for this paper and the research questions generated; Section 2 describes the data and methodology; Section 3 reports the results; our conclusions are reported in the final section.
Background and research questions
Literature has always highlighted the importance of an all-inclusive income performance concept where the income is a variation of the book value of the equity at the beginning of a period less the book value of the equity at the end of a period. The all-inclusive income is based on 'clean surplus accounting'. Under IFRSs, instead, the increase or decrease of equity is determined by the variations of two measures 1 : the net income and the gains and losses recognised directly in equity that represent the 'dirty surplus'. The sum of these two measures is the comprehensive income. IAS 1 par. 10 states that a complete set of financial statements also comprises a statement of comprehensive income made up of the profit and loss of the period and the total comprehensive income. Furthermore, IAS 1 (revised in September 2007 and applied from 1 January 2009, with earlier application permitted) identifies different components of 'the dirty surplus' that are not recognised in profit or loss as reported in Figure 1 [changes in revaluation surplus (IAS 16 and IAS 38) , actuarial gains and losses on defined benefit plans recognised in accordance with paragraph 93.a of IAS 19, gains and losses arising from translating the financial statements of a foreign operation (IAS 21), gains and losses on re-measuring available-for-sales financial assets (IAS 39), the effective portion of gains and losses on hedging instruments in a cash flow hedge (IAS 39)]. As can be seen from Figure 1 , three components of the gains and losses recognised directly in equity are related to the fair value measurement. . The debate has been fuelled by the revision of IAS 1 and also by the discussion paper entitled 'Performance reporting, an European discussion' issued by EFRAG and the European Standard-Setters in April 2009. Comprehensive income was supposed to increase its usefulness for investors, but a great amount of research has demonstrated that there is no evidence of better value relevance of accounting data when comprehensive income is used. With reference to other comprehensive income there has also been criticism regarding the choice of comprehensive income components, arising from the lack of a conceptual framework (as Thinggaard et al., 2006) . Besides, some argue that goodwill impairment charges ought not to be in net income (EFRAG, 2009 ). Many studies have been carried out on the value relevance of comprehensive income but none of these have used data reported under IFRSs. Kanagaretnam et al. (2009) analysed whether the mandatory adoption of the comprehensive income for Canadian companies (non-IFRS adopter) provides more value relevant accounting data and which comprehensive income component is more value relevant. Findings of the paper show that the regression model estimated by using the comprehensive income instead of the net income provide higher explanatory power. Among comprehensive income components, both cash flow hedge and available for sale components turns out to be to be value relevant. Ernstberger (2008) compares the value relevance of comprehensive income and net income within German companies which have voluntarily adopted IFRS or US GAAP. Results suggest that comprehensive income is not more value relevant than net income, but comprehensive income under IFRS provides more value relevant information than comprehensive income under US GAAP. With respect to comprehensive income components, only unrealised gains and losses from available-for-sale financial assets in the IFRS sample are clearly incremental value relevant. Dastgir and Velashani (2008) used value relevance models to assess whether comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income. The results do not support that comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income with respect to companies listed at Tehran Stock Exchange. Chambers et al. (2007) used an association approach to provide evidence of the pricing of other comprehensive income. Findings suggest that investors pay more attention to comprehensive income information reported in the statement of changes in equity, rather than in a statement of financial performance. Cauwenberge and De Bleede (2007) used the residual income model to assess the value relevance of net income and comprehensive income and results suggest that policy maker should consider the mandatory publication of two EPS numbers: one for net income and one for comprehensive income. Wang et al. (2006) analysed the value relevance of the 'dirty surplus accounting flows' through return regression models. Comprehensive income as reported under SFAS 130 is more value relevant than net income and other comprehensive income definitions and also each SFAS 130 comprehensive income component is more incrementally decision relevant beyond net income for returns. Pinto (2005) studied the value relevance of foreign currency translation adjustments component. The foreign currency translation adjustments component is value relevant and it is expected to provide useful information to investors. Maines and McDaniel (2000) assessed through a psychology-based approach the effects of financial statements format on the non-professional investors valuation of comprehensive income performance measure. Comprehensive income is considered by non-professional investors regardless of the financial statement format, but the presentation form affects the weighing and performance judgments. Cahan et al. (2000) assessed the value relevance of comprehensive income and each component using a sample of New Zealand companies. Comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income, but there is no evidence that individual components are more value relevant than the aggregate comprehensive income. O'Hanlon and Pope (1999) analysed the value relevance of UK ordinary profit and extraordinary items. There is no evidence that extraordinary items provide better value relevance. Dhaliwal et al. (1999) made an association study on the relation between market return or cash flow prediction and comprehensive income. There is no evidence that comprehensive income is a better measure of firm performance and that it predicts operating cash flows better. Cheng et al. (1993) compared the value relevance of operating income, net income and comprehensive income. Operating income is the most value relevant, while comprehensive income the least. As shown above, the main studies have been carried out under US GAAP and there are often conflicting results. Table 1 summarise the literature review on the value relevance of comprehensive income. Column 1 reports the name of the author(s) and year of publication, column 2 the sample period, column 3 the objective of the study 3 and finally, column 4 the main findings.
In order to assess whether the comprehensive income under IFRS is more or less significant for investor decisions, we have used a value relevance approach, due to the fact that it can be simply defined as "[…] the ability of financial statement information to capture or summarise information that affects share values" (Hellström, 2006) . To reach the objectives described above the research questions are: 1 (Q1) to evaluate whether the comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income under IFRS in the three-year period [2005] [2006] [2007] , of the groups listed on the UK, French, German, Spanish and Italian stock exchanges and belonging to the main indexes (FTSE100, CAC40, DAX30, IBEX35, S&PMIB40) 2 (Q2) to analyse the value relevance of the different components of comprehensive income in order to evaluate the usefulness of these components. 
to 1989
Comparison of value relevance of operating income, net income and comprehensive income.
Operating income is the most value relevant, while comprehensive income the least. Dhaliwal et al. (1999) 1994 to 1995
Association study on the relation between market return or cash flow prediction and comprehensive income.
There is no evidence that comprehensive income is better measure of firm performance and that better predicts operating cash flows.
O' Hanlon and Pope (1999) 1972 to 1992
Analysis of the value relevance of UK ordinary profit and extraordinary items.
There is no evidence that extraordinary items provides better value relevance. 
1992 to 1997
The study assess the value relevance of comprehensive income and each component.
Comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income, but there is no evidence that individual components are more value relevant than the aggregate comprehensive income.
Maines and
McDaniel (2000) n.a. Through a psychology-based approach, the study assesses the effects of financial statements format on the non-professional investors valuation of comprehensive income performance measure.
Comprehensive income is considered by non-professional investors regardless the financial statement format, but the presentation form affects the weighing and performance judgements.
Pinto (2005) 1991 to 1996
Association study assessing the value relevance of foreign currency translation adjustments component.
The foreign currency translation adjustments component is value relevant and it is expected to provide useful information to investors.
Biddle and
Choi (2006) 1994 to 1998
Value relevance study based on abnormal return regression model.
Comprehensive income as SFAS 130 is more value relevant than net income and other comprehensive income definitions and also each SFAS 130 comprehensive income component is more is incrementally decision relevant beyond net income for returns.
Wang et al.
1988 to 1997
The value relevance of dirty surplus accounting flows is assessed through return regression models.
Results suggest that aggregated dirty surplus flows are not value relevant, while asset revaluations and currency-translation differences are incrementally associated to returns. (2007) n.a. Residual income model is used to assess the value relevance of net income and comprehensive income.
Cauwenberge and De Bleede
Results suggest that policy maker should consider the mandatory publication of two EPS numbers: one for net income and one for comprehensive income.
Chambers et al. (2007) 1998 to 2003
The study use an association approach to provide evidence of the pricing of other comprehensive income.
Findings suggest that investors pay more attention to comprehensive income information reported in the statement of changes in equity, rather than in a statement of financial performance. Dastgir and Velashani (2008) 
to 2003
Value relevance models are used to assess whether comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income.
The results do not support the claim that comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income with respect to companies listed at Tehran Stock Exchange. The study analyses whether the mandatory adoption of the comprehensive income for Canadian companies provides more value relevant accounting data and which comprehensive income component is more value relevant.
Findings show that the regression model estimated by using the comprehensive income instead of the net income provides higher explanatory power. Among comprehensive income components, both cash flow hedge and available for sale components result to be value relevant.
Devalle et al.
to 2007
The study analyses the value relevance of net income before and after the application of IFRS.
Results suggest than net income under IFRS is more value relevant than net income before the application of IFRS even if there are differences depending on the country analysed in the sample. 3 Data and methodology
Data and sample
Our analysis is based on accounting data hand collected from the annual consolidated financial statements reported by companies belonging to the CAC40, DAX30, FTSE100, IBEX35 and S&PMIB40 stock indexes. Table 2 reports the numbers of financial statements included in the final balanced sample. The net income and equity were taken from the consolidated balance sheet and consolidated income statement and the gains and losses recognised directly in equity were collected from the consolidated statement of changes in equity or from the consolidated statement of recognised income and expenses. The changes shown by IAS 1 revised (changes in revaluation surplus, actuarial gains and losses on defined benefit plans, gains and losses arising from translating the financial statements of a foreign operation, gains and losses on re-measuring available-for-sales financial assets and the effective portion of gains and losses on hedging instruments in a cash flow hedge) were collected. As the analysis requires a common currency, data have been converted in euros according to the exchange rate at the closing year date. Market data have been collected from Thomson analytics. The data collected refers to the first year of IAS/IFRS adoption (2005) and the subsequent two years (2006 and 2007) . The total amount of financial statements analysed was 636, but a number of firms have been excluded because of the missing values. Companies reporting under US GAAP or other accounting principles, different from IFRS, have been excluded from our sample, as well as companies missing values in one of the three years considered. In order to collect as much data as possible, we have not defined any truncation rule. The market value has been collected with respect to the third month after fiscal year end (as Cormier et al., 2009; Kanagaretnam et al., 2009; Oswald, 2008; Van der Meulen et al., 2007; Hellström, 2006; King and Langli, 1998) .
Methodology
In order to assess whether comprehensive income is more meaningful for investors than net income, a value relevance approach has been used in this study. Most of studies concerning changes in the value relevance of accounting data are based on the associative approach (Holthausen and Watts, 2001 ) and on the measurement perspective (Hellström, 2006) which evaluates the degree of association between accounting and market data. This study uses the abovementioned to assess whether comprehensive income, reported under IFRSs, may enhance the value relevance of accounting data in Europe. Accordingly, value relevance is represented by the explanatory power of some valuation model capable of relating market to accounting data. The value relevance approach might be affected by market inefficiencies (Aboody et al., 2002) that can bias the results of value relevance model estimation when different periods are compared. But, as our research is based on the comparison of the value relevance of accounting data belonging to the same period, the findings are not affected by potential market inefficiencies (as price fluctuations not linked with company performance).
Commonly, value relevance studies on comprehensive income use various versions of the price regression model (Kanagaretnam et al., 2009; Barth et al., 2008; Dastgir and Velashani, 2008; Pinto, 2005; Cahan et al., 2000) . The price regression model (PRM), as explained by Ota (2003) , derives from Ohlson's (1995) linear information model (LIM), which considers abnormal earnings as a first-order auto-regressive [AR(1)] process. The PRM is found in the value relevance literature with the following simplified specification:
where P it is the market value of equity, B it the book value of equity and E it the earnings relating to firm i and period t. The price regression model is likely to be affected by scale effects (Wu and Xu, 2008; Easton and Sommers, 2003) , which can be mitigated by deflating all variables by the market value of the previous period (Barth et al., 2008; Lang et al., 2006; Aboody et al., 2002; Cahan et al., 2000; Brown et al., 1999; Easton, 1998) . Moreover, according to Ali and Hwang (2000) , the deflation of both dependent and independent variables is expected to control for heteroscedasticity. Thus, in this study, the PRM is specified as follows (M1):
where MV it is the market value of the equity collected at the third month after closing year date, BV it the book value of the equity and NI it the net income of the firm i at the period t.
The total comprehensive income, as specified by IFRSs, is the sum of the net income and the other comprehensive income components. Keeping TCI it equal to the total comprehensive income, then:
where OCI it is the sum of the other comprehensive income components. Thus, (M1) is extended to include also the other comprehensive income components (Cahan et al., 2000) and is specified as follows:
where MV it is the market value of the equity collected at the third month after closing year date, BV it the book value of the equity, NI it the net income and OCI it the sum of the other comprehensive income relating to firm i and period t. In order to test the robustness of the results arising from the price regression model, another variant of the Ohlson's LIM has been estimated. Under the clean surplus relation, the following transformation of the first differences of the terms of the price regression model is allowed:
Clean surplus relation:
where D it > 0 denotes a dividend and D it < 0 denotes a share repurchase.
( 1)
if R it = MV it -MV i(t-1) + D it and ΔNI it = NI it -NI i(t-1) the following equation express a synthetic form of (4):
The equation (5) is known as the return regression model (RRM) and it is usually specified by deflating both sides by the market value of the previous period (MV i(t -1) ) to adjust for scale effects (Gjerde et al., 2008; Dastgir and Velashani, 2008; Ali and Hwang, 2000; Brown et al., 1999; Dhaliwal et al., 1999) .
The following are the specifications of the RRM used in this research to assess the incremental value relevance of the comprehensive income.
where ( 1) ( 1) 
where
is the extended version of (M3), including also the other comprehensive income. The primarily aim of the research is to verify whether the comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income. To reach this purpose it is necessary to assess whether the explained variance (R 2 ) increases when the other comprehensive income (OCI it ) are added to the net income in order to obtain the comprehensive income 4 . The question can be solved by testing the hypothesis that the OCI coefficient is not null. Finally, in order to identify which comprehensive income components are more value relevant, we have broken down the total comprehensive income into its components (as stated by IAS 1). The PRM is modified to include the new independent variables (as Mitra and Hossain, 2009; Kanagaretnam et al., 2009; Ernstberger, 2008; Goncharov and Hodgson, 2008) and it is specified as follows (comprehensive price regression model -CPRM): Table 3 reports descriptive statistics for the variables included in the regression models. A two-group means comparison test (t-test) has been run to assess whether the differences among country means are significant. With reference to the variables used in the PRM (M1 and M2), there are few cases where the country mean significantly differs from the mean of the other countries. Then, we expect a limited country effect when the M5 and the M6 are estimated. Differences between country means appear to be more significant with reference to the return regression model (M3 and M4), but the t-test does not report a country for which the null hypothesis (H0: diff = 0) is constantly rejected. A country effect might be expected, but the results do not provide any clear indication about the countries or the variables affected by this effect. The sample means comparison t-tests suggest that the analysis should be carried out on a per-country basis, rather than for the entire sample (as Barth et al., 2008) . Notes: ^Indicates that the null hypothesis of no significant differences between the country mean and the mean of the other countries is accepted (Ho: diff = 0). *Indicates that the country mean differ at the 10% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). **Indicates that the country mean differs at the 5% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). ***Indicates that the country mean differs at the 1% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). Notes: ^Indicates that the null hypothesis of no significant differences between the country mean and the mean of the other countries is accepted (Ho: diff = 0). *Indicates that the country mean differ at the 10% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). **Indicates that the country mean differs at the 5% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). ***Indicates that the country mean differs at the 1% significance level from the mean of the other countries (Ha: diff ≠ 0). Table 3 also provides the standard deviation and the 95% confidence interval of the mean for each variable used in both the PRM and the return regression model. As each comprehensive income component is not always reported by companies, Table 4 reports the number of valid observations collected by country and year for each component. Revaluation component, as well as actuarial gains and losses component (with the exception of the UK), is rarely reported to be different from zero. With reference to the revaluation component, that is the first evidence that companies do not usually adopt the fair value criterion when it is not mandatory. In order to get significant and robust results, descriptive statistics are reported with reference to the whole sample and some country regression estimations are skipped when the number of observations is not significant. Table 5 summarises the descriptive statistics for the variables referring to each comprehensive income component (M5, M6, M7, M8, and M9). 
Results

Preliminary analysis
Regression results
Regression models have been estimated to assess whether the comprehensive income is more value relevant than the net income (Q1) and to verify which comprehensive income component(s) is(are) value relevant (Q2). The price regression model (PRM) and the return regression model (RRM) have been used to answer the first question research (Q1), while the CPRM provides evidences for the second question research (Q2). Table 6 reports the results of the within-group estimation 7 of the price regression model as specified in the regression model M1. Italy is the only country for which the hypothesis test of null coefficients (H 0 : β 1 = β 2 = 0) is not significantly rejected. Table 7 lists the results of the within-group estimation of M2. β 3 is the coefficient of the independent variable referring to the sum of the other comprehensive components. Findings show that the β 3 is statistically significant only in France (p-value < 0.01) and in Italy (p-value < 0.05). Moreover, the results of the incremental F-test leads to the rejection of the null hypothesis (H 0 ; β 3 = 0) for France and Italy and also for the entire sample (as reported in Table 8 ). The rejection of the null hypothesis suggests that the alternative hypothesis that the other comprehensive income components increase the value relevance of accounting data should be accepted (i.e., the comprehensive income is more value relevant than the net income). But, as the null hypothesis is accepted with reference to Germany, UK and Spain and the rise of R 2 for the entire sample is limited to 0.0208, the other comprehensive income components do not seem to provide an unquestionable increase in value relevance. To summarise, the findings of our price regression model within-group estimation do not provide a clear evidence of an increase of the value relevance when the comprehensive income is used instead of net income, but rather suggest that the sum of the other comprehensive income components are rarely statistically significant. Our results are consistent with Dhaliwal et al. (1999) , but contradict that of Kanagaretnam et al. (2009) , but both papers are based on non-EU companies reporting under accounting principles different from IFRSs.
Results for the price regression model
Results for the return regression model
As a robustness test, the M3 and M4 return regression models have been estimated. The results of the within-group estimation of M3 are reported in Table 9 . The null hypothesis of independent variables coefficients equal to zero has to be accepted with reference to Germany and Italy and so the findings relating to these countries are dropped. Table 10 reports the results of the within-group estimation of the return regression model extended to include the sum of the other comprehensive income components (M4). Coefficients β 3 and β 4 refers to the independent variables relating to sum of the comprehensive income components. These coefficients are reported to be statistically significant (p-value < 0.01) in Italy only, but this finding has to be skipped because of the non-significance of the M3 coefficients. Thus the coefficients analysis suggests that the independent variables related to the sum of the comprehensive income components are not significant and do not provide any increase of the value relevance. This assertion is supported by the results of the incremental F-test of the null hypothesis H 0 : β 3 = β 4 = 0. As reported in Table 11 , the null hypothesis is accepted for all the countries and for the entire sample, with the exception of Italy. But, as the results referring to Italy were dropped because of the non-significance of the coefficients of M3, the results of the return regression model estimation confirm and strengthen the findings of the price regression model estimation.
With reference to the first question research, which aims at verifying whether the comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income, it might be asserted that there is no evidence that the other comprehensive income components increase the explained variance and the value relevance of accounting data. Our finding is consistent with Ernstberger (2008) and Dhaliwal et al. (1999) who found that comprehensive income is not more value relevant than net income. 
2 :
Notes: ***Denotes p-value < 0.01, **denotes p-value < 0.05, *denotes p-value < 0.1 Notes: ***Denotes p-value < 0.01, **denotes p-value < 0.05, *denotes p-value < 0.1 
Results for the comprehensive price regression model
The second research question aims at verifying which comprehensive income components are more value relevant. To reach this purpose the regression models M5, M6, M7, M8 and M9 are estimated and their explained variance is compared with that of the nested model M1 8 . According to descriptive statistics reported in Table 4 , it is expected that the number of observations will not be sufficient to estimate the regression model for the Revaluation component (M7). Table 12 reports the results of the within-group estimation of M5 and of the price regression model estimated on the sub-sample made of the i-observation for which the variable CFH is not missing (M1_5). The hypothesis test of null coefficients (H 0 : β 3 = β 4 = 0) is not significantly rejected for Italy and so these results are dropped. According to the results reported in Table 12 , the cash flow hedge component does not appear to increase the value relevance of accounting data in three cases out of five. Only France and Spain report the cash flow hedge component to be significantly value relevant.
Results of the within-group estimation of M6 and of the nested model M1_6 are reported in Table 13 . As for the previous comprehensive income components, regression models referring to Italy are dropped because of the non-significance of the estimated coefficients. With the exception of Spain, the incremental F-test results suggest that Available for sale is not value relevant, as the null hypothesis H 0 : β 3 = 0 is accepted. 
( 1) 
( 1) ( 1) Notes: *** denotes p-value < 0.01; ** denotes p-value < 0.05; * denotes p-value < 0.1 
( 1) Notes: *** Denotes p-value < 0.01; ** denotes p-value < 0.05; * denotes p-value < 0.1. 
( 1) The results referring to the revaluation comprehensive income component are dropped because Italy and Germany have insufficient number of observations to run the within-group estimation due to the unusual adoption of the fair value criterion. Moreover, the coefficients estimated with reference to the whole sample and to Spain are reported as not significant (i.e., the null hypothesis that coefficients equal to zero is not significantly rejected). Table 14 reports the results of the within-group estimation of M8 and of the nested model M1_8. The β 3 coefficient is significant at 0.01 level with reference to the entire sample and to the UK. These two cases are the same (and the only) reporting translation adjustments to be a value relevant comprehensive income component (as reported in Table 14) . Table 15 reports the results of the within-group estimation of M9 and M1_9. The hypothesis test of null coefficients (H 0 : β 1 = β 2 = 0) is not significantly rejected for Italy and so these results are dropped. With reference to all the other cases, the null hypothesis of the incremental F-test (H 0 : β 3 = 0) is accepted, as reported in Table 15 .
To summarise, cash flow hedge and translation adjustments are the only comprehensive income components resulting value relevant for two sub-samples. Available for sales and actuarial gains and losses, on the other hand, do not seem to be value relevant in most of the cases. Concerning the revaluation component, regression models were not estimated because of the low numbers of observations available. To compare our results, it is necessary to refer to researches carried out on samples of non-EU companies, as Kanagaretnam et al. (2009) who found the cash flow hedge and the available for sales components to be both value relevant.
Conclusions
In this article, we analyse whether the adoption of the comprehensive income reported under IFRSs increases the value relevance of accounting data, the value relevance being a proxy for the investors' usefulness of this new performance measure. To this end, we estimate panel-data regressions using a sample of listed companies belonging to the main European stock indexes (CAC40, DAX30, FTSE100, IBEX35, S&PMIB40) for the period [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] . We also employ an incremental F-test to verify whether the use of the comprehensive income instead of the net income significantly increases the explanatory power of the value relevance models.
To the best of our knowledge, there are no other studies comparing the net income and the comprehensive income reported under IFRS [both Dhaliwal et al. (1999) and Kanagaretnam et al. (2009) are based on non-EU companies]. The topic is of interest for both scholars and practitioners especially after the revision of IAS 1.
Our findings do not provide evidence that the use of the comprehensive income as the overall economic performance measure results in an unquestionable increase of the value relevance of accounting data. In a regression of market value on book value of equity and the earnings component (net income and comprehensive income alternately), for all companies in the sample the comprehensive income appears to provide more useful information for investors, even though the rise of the explanatory power of the regression model is very low. For individual countries, the effects of the use of the comprehensive income are mixed. France and Italy report that comprehensive income is more value relevant than net income, but opposite findings arise from the model estimation using data of companies belonging to Germany, UK and Spain. The return regression model, estimated as a robustness test for the findings arising from the former regression model (PRM), supports the conclusion that comprehensive income is not more value relevant than income, with reference to both the whole sample and each country sample. Concerning each comprehensive income component, cash flow hedge and translation adjustments have only occasionally been reported to increase the value relevance of accounting data, when added to the regression model as independent variables. Results arising from the analysis of each comprehensive income component confirm that the fair value criterion is rarely adopted when it is not mandatory and also there is no evidence that the mandatory use of the fair value increases the value relevance of accounting data.
The following questions arise from our research:
• Is the comprehensive income really necessary as an overall company performance measure?
• Are investors ready to move towards a new concept of overall company performance measure?
• Are the IFRS comprehensive income components the best to increase the investors' usefulness of the overall company performance measure?
• Is the fair value really value relevant? Why is the fair value criterion so rarely adopted?
It is our opinion that both the standard setters and the scholars should deal with these questions in order to define a better measure of overall company performance.
